In`The case of the missing¯ower', two distinct issues are raised by Chapelot, Fumeron and FrickerÐomis-sion of another group's work in our review article, and partial duplication of our own review by a third group.
With regard to the ®rst issue, our overview paper 2 aimed to re¯ect both sides of the dietary fat debate, without claiming to be a meta-analysis or cite all related publications. Had we been familiar with the work of Fricker et al 3 it would also have been cited. However, even including that paper, our conclusion would have remained that the majority of cross-sectional studies showed positive associations between energy-adjusted fat intake and body mass index (BMI). It is also worth considering the possibility that the lack of agreement between their ®ndings and many epidemiological studies may simply re¯ect the fact that they had no normal-weight subjects in their sample.
Regarding the second issue of duplication, we were startled to read the following comment in the correspondence of Chapelot, Fumeron and Fricker:
Thus, more than the irrefutable similarities between F F F the reviews, we think that a more worrying problem is that an omission F F F made in the ®rst review F F F was not recti®ed in the second.'
This statement contains implications that we do not accept. Surely our colleagues do not wish to suggest that if the second publication had added the results of Fricker et al, this would have vindicated the duplication itself ?
In closing, we regret that we have had to participate in a public discussion involving our paper, a similar paper, a neglected paper, and an editorial entitled Other men's (and women's)¯owers', 4,5 the latter referring to a quotation from Montaigne. In this context, we cannot resist sharing with the readers the words of another French author:`I am contented with sending thither the produce of my garden, which I cultivate with my own hands'. 1 We hope that the men (and women) involved in this debate will now get back to more useful workÐand cultivate our gardens.
